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1.

Call to Order

The meeting of the Transportation Policy Committee was called to order by Chairman Neil Giuliano
at 9:08 am.

Pledge of Allegiance

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.

Chairman Giuliano requested that the audience keep conversations to a minimum during the meeting
to ensure that the meeting could be heard. For agenda item #4A revised minutes were at each place.
For agendaitem #6, copies of |ettersreceived on the Regional Transportation Plan were at each place.

Chairman Giuliano announced that transit tickets were availablefor those who used transit to come to
the meeting. Validation was available from MAG staff for those who parked in the parking garage.

Call to the Audience

Chairman Giuliano stated that an opportunity is available to members of the public to offer public
comment. Citizenswill be requested not to exceed a three minute time period for their comments.



Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from Andy Dzurinko, former Executive Director of the
Governor’'s Council on Health, Physical Fitness and Sports. Mr. Dzurinko spoke on the importance of
health in our lives. He stated that the Centers for Disease Control has officially stated that obesity is
epidemic. Bicycle and pedestrian pathways are important. Schools are dropping Physical Education
and peopl e are becoming more sedentary. Mr. Dzurinko stated that itisimportant to have bikewaysand
pathwaysto increase physical activity. He stated that the region has an excellent canal system and with
asmall amount of work they could be expanded to open up miles of paths. For the salestax, even one
percent for thesetypes of projectswould be agreat start. Chairman Giuliano thanked Mr. Dzurinko for
his comments.

Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from DD Barker, who stated her agreement with Mr.
Dzurinko’s comments. She stated that Dr. Art Mollen said that reducing ozone pollution should be a
communitywide effort to improve the quality of life. She expressed thanks for the transit tickets. Ms.
Barker said “multi-modal, get aleg up.” Ms. Barker referred to aletter written to the TPC by Tempe
City Councilman Ben Arredondo, encouragingfreebusfor youth. Theletter statesthat Councilmember
Arredondo wantsto advancethe concept of aregional policy that enablesstudentsyounger than 18 years
ridethe busfor free. She noted that some cities already do thisto some extent. Ms. Barker stated that
the EPA was looking at getting rid of school bus pollution, but these fleets are cost prohibitive for
schools. Shenoted that the City of Phoenix hasthelargest natural gas busfleet, probably in theworld.
Ms. Barker explained that younger students could take the school bus, older studentscould takethelocal
bus. Chairman Giuliano thanked Ms. Barker for her comments.

Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from Blue Crowley, who commented on the ozone
warning and stated that he saw people arriving for the meeting in their SOVsand SUVs. If you are not
apart of the solution, you are a part of the problem. Mr. Crowley stated that there is not conformity for
publicinput within MAG committees and that makesit difficult for the public. Mr. Crowley stated that
he was denied extra time when he submitted a card to speak at the TRC meeting. He stated that the
minutes were inflammatory because they stated that he went around thetable in an attempt to be heard,
when it would have been sufficient to say that he had put in a request but was denied. Mr. Crowley
commented on agendaitem #6, where you have the County astheregion. Y ou go urban rather than the
multi-county aspect. You are not planning with Pind County as much as you should. Mr. Crowley
stated that he did not see interaction with Yavapai County, except with what Wickenburg does. He
needsthe TPC to be more creative and work together. He needsthe TPC to ask for the money required,
which is at least one cent, and do it in the way it needs to be done. Chairman Giuliano thanked Mr.
Crowley for his comments.

Chairman Giuliano provided areview of the last meeting, when the hybrid plan and funding policies,
such as bus operations and maintenance, and local match for bus operations were discussed. Staff was
directed to develop options for local match requirements. While the TPC is to remain cognizant of
different prioritiesamong local areas, our job isto provide balanced, regionally-oriented solutions and
ensure successful implementation of the planinitsentirety by providing reliable and adequate funding
for thoseincluded elements. Chairman Giuliano expressed appreciation for staff’ swork. He stated that
outstanding issues with the hybrid plan would be reviewed today. Chairman Giuliano stated that
because not al TPC were present, final action would not be taken today.



4A.

4B.

Approval of Consent Agenda

Chairman Giuliano stated that any member of the committee can request that an item be removed from
the consent agenda and considered individually.

Chairman Giuliano sated that agendaitems #4A, #4B, #4C and #4D were on the consent agenda. He
asked if there were any questions.

Councilmember Dennis asked the year of the deferment of $800,000 in doseout funds for the Peoria
project. Eric Anderson replied that it was deferred to 2004.

Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from Mr. Crowley, who commented on agenda items
#4B and #4C. He stated that when the City of Phoenix receives closeout money for fiber optics for
traffic signals, he would like all signals to be uniform, especially in terms of left turn signals. Mr.
Crowley stated that studieshave shown that lagging leftsare safer. The cost is$100,000 per intersection
per light, an expensive proposition. Diversity isyour strength, but the objective isto get the job done.
Mr. Crowley noted that in the closeout is ral and Phoenix says it needs 40 percent for its light rail
project. He noted that the Phoenix light rail extension isnot throughout theregion, it iswithin the city.
Y ou need to give the public the options you are discussing. Mr. Crowley suggested bundling capita
and operating and maintenance asathree-prong attack. Ask for one cent and dividethat into thirds. Let
the public know where you are spending the money. Mr. Crowley suggested that with as expensive as
light rail and freeways are, why not blend them and use the same right of way? Chairman Giuliano
thanked Mr. Crowley for his comments.

Approval of Revised June 18, 2003 Meeting Minutes

ViceChair Scruggsmoved to approvetherevised June 18, 2003 meeting minutes. Mr. Shultz seconded,
and the motion carried unanimously.

Mayor Thomas moved to recommend approval of consent agendaitems#4B, #4C, and #4D. Mr. Shultz
seconded, and the motion carried unanimously.

Federal Fiscal Y ear 2003 MAG Federd Funds Final Closeout and Amendment to the FY 2003-2007
MAG Transportation Improvement Program

The Transportation Policy Committee, by consent, recommended deferring the City of Peoria, 83rd
Avenueat Thunderbird Road project to FY 2004; allocating $100,000in FFY 2003 fundsfor the design
of amulti-use underpassin Peoriaand $800,000 for thefinal design phase of thelight rail project as part
of the last remaining interim closeout funds; Also, to recommend $400,000 additional funds for the
MaricopaCounty, Gilbert Road and McDowell Road project asafinal claseout contingency projectwith
any remaining final closeout funds going to light rail fina design project, and authorizing an
Amendment to the FY 2003-2007 MAG Transportation Improvement Program for the Peoria design
project. Aspart of the FFY 2003 Interim Closeout of the M A G federally funded program, approximately
$13.4 million were recommended for avariety of FFY 2003 projects. Prior to Regional Council action
on June 25, 2003, the City of Peoriarequested to defer a project that wasincluded in thisrecommended
list of projects for additional funds. The FFY 2003 funds made available by the Peoria deferral total
$890,722. At their meeting on June 26, 2003, the Transportation Review Committee (TRC)
recommended that the City of Peoriashould receive $100,000in CMAQ fundsfor the design of amulti-
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4C.

4D.

use path underpass and the remaining $800,000 in FFY 2003 Interim Closeout funds should go to the
final design of the light rail project. As part of the recommendation for Final Closeout funds, the TRC
recommended two contingency projects: the first $400,000 in funds that become available should be
used for the Maricopa County, Gilbert Road and McDowell Road project and any remaining funds
should be used for final design of the light rail project. In order to allow Peoria to utilize funds for
itsdesign project, an amendment to the FY 2003-2007 MAG Transportation |mprovement Program, as
shown in the attached Table, isneeded to dlow the design to proceed. Since the TRC meeting, the City
of Peoriahas requested that their 83rd Avenue a Thunderbird Road i ntersection project be deferred to
FY 2004. At its meeting on July 9, 2003, the Management Committee concurred with the TRC
recommendation.

Proposed Amendment to the FY 2003-2007 MAG Transportation Improvement for Transit Projects

The Transportation Policy Committee, by consent, recommended approving an Amendment and
Administrative Adjustment tothe FY 2003-2007 MA G Transportation Improvement Programfor transit
projects. Asaresult of changesinfunding withintheannual Federal Transportation AppropriationsBill,
Valley Metro has reviewed the Federal Transit Administration Grant application that is under
development and wishesto adjust the projectsin the Annua Grant and inthe TIPto ensure that the two
programs are in conformance. As aresult, Valley Metro has requested a TIP amendment that adds 11
new projectsand deletestwo and a T1P amendment is needed to accomplish these changes. In addition,
Valley Metro has requested to defer four transit projects and to change the scope of 16 othersand aTIP
administrative adjustment is needed to accomplish these changes. All of the proposed changes may be
categorized as exempt projects or minor project revisions for which an air quality conformity andysis
Isnot required. Consultation on the conformity assessment for the proposed changesisconsidered under
aseparate agendaitem. Atitsmeeting on July 9, 2003, the Management Committee concurred with the
TRC recommendation.

Conformity Consultation

MAG is conducting consultation on a conformity assessment for an amendment and administrative
adjustment to the FY 2003-2007 MAG Transportation Improvement Program. The Regional Public
Transportation Authority hasrequested theamendment to add new transit projectsand anadministrative
adjustment to defer, adjust, and delete existing transit projects. In addition, as part of the Federal FY
2003 Y ear End Final Closeout, an amendment is proposed to add a City of Peoria multi-use underpass
design project on New River Road and to increase funding for the final design phase of the light rail
project. Thisitem was on the agenda for consultation.

M ai ntenance Resolution

Tom Remes updated members on the maintenance resolution being developed by the Maintenance
Stakeholders Group. The points of the resolution: 1. Dedicate part of the extension of the half-cent
salestax for maintenance of the freeways. 2. Create adedicated funding stream. 3. Track maintenance
expenditures through the Annual Report for the MAG Regional Freeway Program and increase
communication with ADOT on the budget process. 4. Partner with ADOT and cities to encourage
Adopt-aHighway sponsors. 5. Deveop along-term litter prevention program.

Mr. Remesadvised that ADOT still hascomments and requested that the resol ution be brought forward
at the next TPC meeting.



Vice Chair Scruggs commented that item one in the resol ution seemed to state that the only dedicated
maintenance funding from the half cent sales tax extension would apply to new freeways only. She
asked for clarification if maintenance for the existing freewayswould remain as currently funded. Mr.
Anderson replied that $354 million is included in the hybrid plan for freeway maintenance for both
existing and new freeways He added that the wording would be revised to darify this.

Mayor Manross, a Maintenance Stakeholder member, stated that the resolution pretty closely reflects
the work of the Stakeholders Maintenance Group. Theissue will take a multifaceted solution. Mayor
Manross stated that the most important aspect covered during the Stakeholders meetings was how
ADOT budgetsare put together. It was helpful to have ADOT and legidative staff who do thework on
mai ntenance operationsattend the meetings. Mayor Manross stated that the TPC needsto takethisissue
seriously, because it isamagor concern of dl residents.

Mayor Thomas expressed concern that theregion must pick up maintenance funding from the half cent
sales tax because the Legidature has not acted on the issue. He stated that he remains convinced that
the more costs the region picks up, the more expectation there will be because of the Legislature’s
aversion to taxation. If atax especially designated for thiswas passed by the L egislature, the better off
we will be.

Mayor Manross stated that Mayor Thomas's concern is partly reflected in the resolution. That iswhy
we will have public meetings on the MAG annual freeway programs so the Legislature will become
more aware of the impacts.

Dennis Smith stated there are multiple stakeholdersin this. The Group found out that often times the
total impact of maintenance need wasnot even being communicated totheL egislature. Mr. Smith stated
that theresol ution puts some daylight on the mai ntenanceissues, otherwise, the L egislature getsblamed,
but they never had the information communicated to them in the first place.

Mr. Shultz commented that he believed that Mr. Smith was correct. The Legislature is dealing with
transportation funding and Highway Users Revenue Funds (HURF) and arein the samedilemmaasthe
TPC—there is more need than money. Mr. Shultz stated that sometimes funds are taken from
maintenance for public safety reasons. All levels of government are limited by resources.

Mayor Thomas stated that his point wasthat all elected officials havethe responsibility of taxation. He
added that the Governor currently has a Task Force looking at historical impacts of tax dollars diverted
from maintenance.

Chairman Giuliano acknowledged the attendance of Senator Marilyn Jarrett, who is a member of the
Joint Ad Hoc Committee on the Maricopa County Regional Transportation Plan.

Recommendation of Final Draft Stage of Regional Transportation Plan

Chairman Giuliano stated that there were five outstanding segments needing discussion: Funding the
[-10 reliever; funding 1-17, funding transit; match for transit; and major arterials.

Mr. Anderson noted that at each place were the Southwest Area Transit Study traffic volume maps and
a memorandum related to the I-10 reliever. He provided a presentation on the refined version of the
draft hybrid scenario.



Chairman Giuliano asked what was funded for the 1-10 reliever in the current draft hybrid plan. Mr.
Anderson replied that the 1-10 reliever was included as an interim six-lane facility without traffic
interchanges between Loop 202 and L oop 303, adistance of about 14 miles. Mr. Anderson noted that
it would be amost afull freeway without fully controlled access a cross streets.

Chairman Giuliano asked whether the interim facility allowed for land needed for intersections. Mr.
Anderson replied that we have sufficient money in the budget for right of way preservation for afull
freeway and for traffic interchanges.

Vice Chair Scruggs asked for clarificationif the current presentation does not include funding for right
of way acquisition from Loop 303 to SR 85, and nothing past SR 85 until 2025? Mr. Anderson replied
that was correct. Mr. Smith stated that included the draft hybrid was $129 million unprogrammed. To
protect right of way from Loop 303 to SR 85 is $53 million, and to build that segment as a two-lane
roadway would be an additional $30 million. ViceChair Scruggs noted that the unprogrammed amount
of $129 millionwas assuming azero match for transit. If thematch ishigher, tha $129 million would
increase.

Mr. Berry suggested eliminating connectionsand reengineering the South M ountain | oop to swing south
soit alignswiththel-10reliever, not bring north to connect at 59th Avenue, but connect at 101 and 303.
He asked if this option and the impacts had been examined. Mr. Anderson stated that option had not
been examined. In addition, the South Mountain is subject to a complete design concept study and
environmental impact statement. Mr. Anderson added that the alignment has not yet been set. Mr.
Berry commented that it would be nice to know those impacts. He noted that this was a great design
20 years ago, but does not work now.

Mr. Shultz asked how the match would be apportioned. Mr. Anderson replied that the match would
probably be apportioned to where the routes are. Mr. Shultz asked if this would be a changing
apportion. Mr. Anderson replied that it would be. Mr. Shultz asked if there was a factor of usage of
ridership in the calculation? Mr. Anderson replied that he understood these are net farebox revenues.
Mr. Shultz asked if these were linear miles compared to the totd. Mr. Anderson replied yes.

Vice Chair Scruggs noted that a major portion of bus operating expense will go to existing routes. |If
we went from no match to five percent, Glendale, for example, rather than paying 100 percent, would
pay only fivepercent. Shereferredtothe Southwest AreaTransit Study mapsand asked for clarification
that asafull freeway, thel-10 reliever failsin 2030? Mr. Anderson replied that was correct. He noted
that it showsfairly high volume between Loop 202 and Loop 303 at more than 300,000 vehicles. Vice
Chair Scruggs stated that the modeing scenarios are important to help the TPC in making a decision
on funding the I-10 reliever. Mr. Anderson explained that the first map shows average freeway daily
traffic volumes. Option C wasthe scenario included in the Southwest Area Transit Study as afecility.
He noted that volumes were projected to 2030, which is beyond our window of 2025. Mr. Anderson
pointed out the section of the 1-10 reliever is projected to carry more than 300,000 vehicles per day.
West of Loop 303 to SR 85 the projected volume drops off, though is till fairly significant. Mr.
Anderson stated that it also shows the I-10 reliever continuing west past Loop 303 and connecting to
[-10 much farther west than what isbeing discussed today. Mr. Anderson stated that thetraffic volumes
dropped enough to show that a full freeway facility was not needed west of SR 85. He stated that the
TPCisfocusing on Loop 202 to SR 85 section for the RTP.



Vice Chair Scruggs asked if the map depicts the segment between Loop 202 and Loop 303 as a full
freeway or interim? Mr. Anderson replied that the map indicates afull freeway. Vice Chair Scruggs
stated that the point is that afull freeway between Loop 202 and Loop 303 is at falurein 2030.

Mayor Thomas commented that the maps showed the 1-10 at failure or near failure also, even with the
addition of the I-10 reliever. Vice Mayor Schweker joined the meeting.

Mr. Billings commented that if the I-10 reliever ends at L oop 303 and traffic connects to I-10, adding
the projections of 150,000 on the reliever to the 150,000 to 250,000 on I-10 shows failure when both
segments are added together.

Mr. Kane asked what is the lane capacity of a full freeway before we get to an unacceptable level of
service? He commented that 150,000 to 250,000 is shown as acceptabl e, but that seems quite congested
for that number of lanes. Mr. Anderson replied that the number of vehiclesisless capacity than I-10
carries through the Broadway Curvetoday. He added tha volumes would be during rush hour, not
continuously. Mr. Anderson stated that the question is do we want to build a facility with level of
service C, which isfree flowing and costly and serving asmall commute time, or build alesser facility
and use moniesfor other projects. Itisatradeoff. Mr. Kane asked if we did not build the I-10 reliever
as afull freeway and we would be transferring vehicle trips, what would be the total on 1-10? Mr.
Anderson explained that one modeling issue as freeway facilities are added, they tend to attract traffic
off arterials. We cannot just take the projections and add them together, we also need to look at the
system volume asawhole. Mr. Kane commented if thereis not other east/west capacity that is greater
or equal to the convenience ratio of the carrier then the carrier continues to attract the drivers and the
number goes up. Mr. Anderson replied that wasafair statement.

Chairman Giuliano stated that he would take public comment while in this discussion. Mayor
Cavanaugh commented that he was prepared to make a motion on the 1-10 reliever after public
comment.

Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from Peggy Jones, Chair of the Southwest Transit
Assessment Review Team (START), based at the Southwest Valley Chamber of Commerce. She
thanked Mayor Thomasfor his steadfast advocacy of commuter rail. Ms. Jones commented that he has
tried to find acommon solution to acommon problemin their area. She stated that she spent 18 months
on the committee working on the MAG High Cepacity Transit Study, which cost $500 million. Ms.
Jones noted that the Study recommended commuter rail as a viable option in a couple of years, not in
acouple of decades. As aredlist, she realizes that there is not a prayer for a citizens group such as
START toinfluencethe plan. Ms. Jones stated that she believed if the region has commuter rail today,
and not in 20 years, it would be at full capacity. She suggested that a commuiter ral line as identified
intheoriginal High Capacity Transit Study beincluded inthe plan. Ms. Jonesrequested that $5 million
be set aside for appropriate studies, a demonstration, an analysis of cost benefits, an MIS, and
negotiationswith therailroad companies. Ms. Jonesstated that itisnot inconceivabl ethat funding could
comefrom other sources at later dates. Commuter ral followsthe same aignment as1-10 and the1-10
reliever and has the ability to take traffic off the freeways. Chairman Giuliano thanked Ms. Jones for
her comments.

Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from Victor Mendez, ADOT Director. Mr. Mendez
addressed the Committeein the absence of the ADOT representétive, who wasout of town. Mr. Mendez
acknowledged the hard work and dedication of the TPC and MAG staff. Hecommented that ADOT and
the State Transportation Board support and recognize the need to develop a multimodal, balanced
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transportation plan. Mr. Mendez reemphasized theissuesraisedin ADOT’ sletter of June 23, 2003, not
al of which ADOT felt had been incorporated into the hybrid plan. Mr. Mendez stated that SR 85 is
currently unfunded. To deveop the Canamex corridor to the full potential, it needs to be funded as a
freeway. SR 74 isunderfunded by $80 to $90 million and needsto be devel oped as afour-lanedivided
roadway. In addition, right of way preservation in this corridor is critical to Phoenix and ADOT
objectives. Mr. Mendez stated that 1-17 capacity improvements from I-10 to Dunlap, currently funded
at $500 million, isunderfunded. ADOT concurswith the City of Phoenix that thisisahigh priority and
$500 million is an unsufficient amount to accomplish improvements. Mr. Mendez stated that the I-10
widening from the Santan traffic interchange (TI) to SR 51 corridor is underfunded by $300 million
minimum. He added that astudy iscurrently underway, andin afew monthsthey will have abetter idea
of the total cost. Mr. Mendez stated that the amount for County-funded TI’ s was reduced. He stated
that the Black Mountain Parkway should belisted under thefreeway Tl list. From acity standpoint, this
would be beneficial, because thereis a 50/50 match as a freeway component, as opposed to a 70/30
match as an arterial component. Mr. Mendez stated that significant dollars are attributed to Grand
Avenue. ADOT contends that this corridor does not function as afreeway and fits better in the streets
category. Mr. Mendez added that if the improvements are funded with ADOT discretionary money in
the future, it would be difficult to make it a high priority from a performance based standpoint. Mr.
Mendez stated that ADOT supports all of the arterial and transit components, but would like a better
balance. He expressed histhanksto Chairman Giuliano and staff for their work on the plan. Chairman
Giuliano thanked Mr. Mendez for hiscomments.

Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from Mr. Crowley, who stated that the study area does
not includethereservation. He stated that 51st Avenue connectsto Maricopaand Riggs Road, but then
isshown on the next pagesasareliever. Mr. Crowley stated that when you are not doing thejob to start
with, how are you going to get the job done? Mr. Crowley referred to the map and stated that he liked
HOV lanes, but there are no interchanges included, which is a mgor part of the system. If you had
listened to what he and Mayor Hawker said to do it right in the first place and include HOV lanesas a
part. Mr. Crowley expressed his agreement with Ms. Jones' comments. He stated that he would liketo
seerail to Scottsdale and Fountain Hills and continue the line to meet in northern Arizona so there is
atrade route to the Northeast where the mgjority of the populationis. Sending the line to the south and
west is not getting the job done. We need to be more of an economic engine when it comes to trade.
Mr. Crowley stated that he agreed with ADOT’ s comments on Canamex. He noted that we are already
down one cent in maintenance. Mr. Crowley expressed his thanks to Senator Jarrett for bailing out
MAG, because without financing to 2007, you would not have the numbersyou do. Mr. Crowley stated
that he did not appreciate the division of the money, becauseyou are not getting thejob done. Hewants
thereto bethreedifferent thirdsof aone cent salestax to bedivided into capital and light rail, operations
and commuter rail, and streets with a match from the county or cities. Mr. Crowley stated that
mai ntenance costs are $50,000 per mile for what we have already, so you need to have the costs pad
for and done properly. Charman Giuliano thanked Mr. Crowley for his comments.

Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from David Martin, representing Maricopa 2020, a
businesscoalition. Mr. Martin stated that the coalition will do its best to seek revenuefor the campaign
and support a May 18, 2004 election. He iterated the coalition’s viewpoint on the following issues.
They testified at the Legislature last week and indicated they felt that in the current hybrid plan, I-17
corridor was grossly underfunded. ADOT did a study eight years ago that found that two general
purpose lanes were needed, one in each direction. The cost would be $1.3 billion and the hybrid
includes $500 million. Mr. Martin stated that the coalition suggests adding an additional $500 million
at aminimum. He stated that the coalition concurs that the I-10 reliever is currently underfunded by
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$300 million. Mr. Martin stated that the arterial program had $2 billion, and is now at $864 million, a
cut of $1.1 billion. In addition, the traffic interchanges’ cut from 22 to 12 needsto be readdressed. Mr.
Martin stated tha a breakdown of regional bus system costs and justification has not been provided.
He noted that the amount is $1.6 billion of RARF. Mr. Martin expressed concern that the proportion
isflip-flopped with agreat deal of operations on the back end of 20 years. He stated that light rail has
expanded and they havenot seen the performance measuresfor thefinal adopted plan. Mr. Martin stated
that the coalition would like the TPC to consider matching funds for regional bus service. Chairman
Giuliano thanked Mr. Martin for his comments.

Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from Jim Huling, Assistant to the City Manager of
Mesa. Mr. Huling stated that in Mayor Hawker’ s absence, hewould read comments from aletter from
the Mayor dated July 9, 2003, which was at each place. Theletter states that the City of Mesa supports
regional transit operations and maintenance funding as part of the Regional Transportation Plan. They
advocaethat 100 percent of the operationsand maintenancefor regional transit befunded by theregion.
Mr. Huling continued on that it is imperative that the plan meets the diverse transportation needs of
every community within the region, and provide optima connectivity between communities. In order
to accomplish this, the fact that local communities have different priorities and provide a balanced
palette of regionally-oriented solutions must be acknowledged. Additionaly, they advocate for the
creation of firewallsto preservetheintegrity of each mode of transportationintheplan. Transit services
and street improvements are integral to the success of the Regional Transportation plan asit relatesto
Mesaresidentsaswell asits East Valley neighbors. On behalf of Mayor Hawker, Mr. Huling stressed
the importance of the Williams Gateway Parkway freeway currently in the hybrid plan. He added that
thisrepresents the only new freeway in the East Valley and will serve an area that is projected to have
more than 100,000 jobs and be one of four mega-job centersintheregion. Chairman Giuliano thanked
Mr. Huling for presenting Mayor Hawker’ s comments.

Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from Jack Tevlin, Phoenix Deputy City Manager. Mr.
Tevlin stated that the City of Phoenix has been working with MAG staff to address theissue of limited
resourcesin this program. He mentioned that at the beginning of the process, Phoenix commented on
receiving itsfair share of thesalestax revenue. Looking at the hybrid plan, the City recognizesthat its
proj ects would take Phoenix beyond itsfair share. Mr. Tevlin stated that the Mayor and City Coundil
believe that with I-17 being their strongest freeway need, the funding should be increased by $500
million. The City recommendsthisbeaccomplished by removing the east/west portion of the Southwest
(South Mountain) loop in Phoenix, which isa$600 million freeway facility. Mr. Tevlin stated that the
City’ srequest isthat the east/west portion of the Southwest |oop be removed from the map, freeing up
$600 million and placing $500 million of that on the 1-17 corridor from Dunlap south to the stack and
the additiona $100 million be put toward the full cost of new interchanges on existing freeways
throughout the region. Chairman Giuliano thanked Mr. Tevlin for hiscomments.

Mayor Manross asked Mr. Tevlin about the process the Council used to arrive a its decision. Mr.
Tevlin explained that the Southwest loop was included in the 1985 plan, but never funded. Inaddition,
they were never able to reach consensus on the eastern portion of theloop. Mr. Tevlin added that there
isadivided roadway on Pecos Road that was the original designation of the east/west portion. He noted
that the community of Ahwatukee has stated its opposition to this alignment, as well as the
councilmember representing that area. Mr. Tevlin added that the GilaRiver Indian Community might
be interested in three locations on the reservation for that east/west portion. He stated that the City
recommends the north/south leg be built to handle traffic in Laveen and Estrella areas over 20 years.
In addition, the east/west portion remains unfunded and $600 million in the plan be transferred to 1-17
where the concept would be to build a deck with four lanes from Dunlap to the stack and the $100
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million left might be used to fund new interchanges on existing freeways a the 100 percent level, not
requiring alocal 50/50 split.

Chairman Giuliano noted that this seemed to fit with ADOT and Maricopa2020 comments. Mr. Martin
commented that it seemed counterintuitive to drop the southwest portion, because it addressesthe |-17
problem, but creates another one. He added that Maricopa 2020 would give thought to this option.

Mayor Manross asked about the traffic implications. Mr. Anderson replied that datais available, but
that option has not been model ed.

Dennis Smith asked for clarification as to whether Phoenix wanted to leave the alignment on the map
and try to fund with other sources, or take the alignment off the map? Mr. Tevlin replied that the City
would not object to a connection if the Gila River Indian Community can agree to thelocation, but if
the alignment has to appear on Pecos Road, they would prefer to have it removed so there is no
confusion among A hwatukee residents, who object to the Pecos alignment.

Chairman Giuliano asked if this represents the desire of the peopleinthearea. Mr. Tevlinreplied that
officid committees have indicated to the City Council that they oppose the Pecos Road alignment.

Mr. Anderson stated that previous discussion took place that an additional $500 million was needed for
[-17. The thinking was to try to go after federal money for 1-17. The Phoenix position was to have
adequate funding for the most congested corridor and try to get federal money for the South Mountain
segment. Mr. Tevlin noted that if 1-17 received $1 billion and the South Mountain received $600
million, the City would be beyond its fair share.

Chairman Giuliano recognized public comment from Ken Driggs, RPTA Executive Director, who read
aletter dated July 10, 2003 from Mayor Manross, Chair of the Valley Metro/RPTA.

“TheValley Metro/RPTA Board of Directorsunanimously approved amotion toinclude operationsand
maintenance (O & M) expenses for trangt without alocal match requirement as a component of the
RTP. The rationale behind the approval follows. Many communitiesin the region do not possess the
local resources needed to match regional O & M expenses and to require aloca match would have the
effect of limiting the ability to develop and operate a truly integrated regional transit system. Local
match requirements have the effect of developing a regiona transit system that is subject to, and
dependent upon, local jurisdictionsannual budget processand appropriationsof funding thelocal match.
If onecommunity decided that itsfundswoul d serveabetter purpose el sewhere, or experienced abudget
shortfdl asexiststoday in some of our communities, it could single-handedly eliminate thelocal match
funding of aregional transit route, affecting citizens in neighboring communities and throughout the
region. If alocal match were required for transit O & M expenses, what would likely be created is a
fragmented regional transit system characterizedby jurisdictionswithtransit service, and those without.
This actually decreases personal regional mobility and may have the effect of requiring jurisdictions
without local match to bring additional tax measures to its citizens for approval to receive regional
funding that itscitizensalready pay. Regional transit systemsthroughout theU.S. arefinanced viavoter
approved regional salestaxes for a defined duration and voters are periodicaly asked to reaffirm their
commitment to continued funding for the transit system. In short, it isour belief that funding regional
transit operations and mai ntenance expenseswithout alocal match requirementisanintegral part of any
new RTP.”

Mr. Driggs mentioned that Jim Dickey would provide numbers on ascending costs of transit in his
presentation. Charman Giuliano thanked Mr. Driggs for his comments.
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Mr. Shultz stated that he would like to pursue the match issue from a policy standpoint. He stated that
from hisstandpoint, past discussionson limited resources have beenvery professional andregional. He
thanked Chairman Giuliano for his leadership. Mr. Shultz stated that most projects based on
performance based standards will make it into the hybrid, but there is the matter of limited resources.
Thoseadvocating no match, hewastrying to understand from apolicy standpoint, when wehave capital
requirements, don’t local governments put money into capital? Mr. Tevlin replied that most buses are
paid with an 80 percent federal contribution and 20 percent loca contribution. With the bus expansion,
the federal ability to match has been exceeded, so Phoenix pays for some vehicles with local money.
Mr. Tevlin stated that with light rail, there is a 50/50 federal/local match, with no federa funding of
operations. That is100 percent local funding. Mary O’ Connor, Tempe Deputy Public Works Director,
explained that Tempe hasfederal funding sourcesfor bus capital, not for operations. She stated that bus
and rail are funded solely at the expense of the communities where the services go. Ms. O’ Connor
stated that when the Tempe tax was passed in 1996, the City wanted aroute on Priest. Tempe paysthe
Guadalupe costs because it does not have the funds, and there are no federal funding sources for
operating theroute. Mr. Huling stated that Mesa’ s buses are paid with an 80 percent minimum match.

Mr. Shultz stated that he recognized the sensitivitiestolocal governments’ budgets. Atthefederal level,
with regardto transit and light rail capital investments, there is some match and the local government
must come up with its match. He expressed concern by the no match option even though he did not
know what the match percent might be. Mr. Shultz stated that the current practice depends on
circumstance, but emphasizes some local match. He stated that he would like to have discussion of
some sort of match for appropriate reasons.

Mr. Tevlin commented that if a principle is adhered to, such as the one where the federd government
requiresamatch for transit, then doesthat mean the TPC should establish amatch for highwaysaswell?
He noted that the City of Phoenix putsinto transit approximately $160 from its general fund each year.
Mr. Tevlin added that it is difficult for the City to understand why it should be required to put in even
more due to the heavy contribution it is already making.

Mayor Thomas stated that when Tempe decided the Priest route was necessary for its own community
needs, that is where he looks at alocal match being required. Ms. O’ Connor stated that Tempe did
provide funding for other communities when it started their system, but had to cut that money during
difficult budget times. That illustrates the point that you cannot have regional connectivity when you
have local jurisdictions funding other local jurisdictions service. Ms. O’ Connor added that it is
important to note when the match rate changes, the percentagefor transit decreases.

Mayor Manross stated that Scottsdale presently supports al of its local routes. The City has a two-
tenths of one cent tax dedicated to transportation. Due to the economy, Scottsdale has had to cut back
and usethe salestax money for funding other projects. Mayor Manross stated that currently, theregion
does not have asufficient transit system. The 80/20 federal match will continue for Scottsdal €’ stransit
system. However, if we continueto require alocal match, wewill continueto have the same problems
and will not have aregionally connected system. Mayor Manross stated that Scottsdale will continue
to fund itslocal system, but will want to connect with surrounding communities. Mayor Drake joined
the meeting.

Mayor Berman stated that the process has been painful because dl feel the need to represent their own
community. Discussion took place earlier that each community had some projects they would haveto
have. Mayor Berman stated that no match is something the Southeast Valley has to have to make it
work for them. He urged that the TPC consider leaving in no match.
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Mr. Berry asked if thematch or no match gpplied only to additionsto the system from the half cent sales
tax extension or to existing money aready being spent on the existing system? Mr. Smith stated that
depends on the geographic areas of thevalley. If inthe Southeast Valley, it would fund principally new
service; at the more centralized areas, it could gpply to some existing routes. Mr. Berry requested a
breakdown of funding for existing systems. Mr. Smith stated that at aprevious TPC meeting, auniform
approach was discussed and found not to be workable, because of how transit has developed in the
region. Some areas are transit deficient, some have light ral, and so on. Mr. Berry stated that it is
important for the TPC to know how much money systems cost before voting, no matter where the
money comes from.

Vice Chair Scruggs noted that she was not at the Valley Metro/RPTA Board meeting, so she was not
part of the unanimous vote mentioned in Mayor Manross sletter. She commented that she understood
that supplanting would be taken care of first, and the TPC might want to confirm that number. Vice
Chair Scruggs stated that Glendale requested BRT along Grand Avenue, which would be a benefit to
all, but that was not included. She stated that some of the statements madein support for no local match
actually make the exact opposite position. They said when timesare hard, serviceis cut, and therefore
there should be no local match. Vice Chair Scruggs commented that the region would be devel oping
asystem that will be built on afunding source that will disappear after 20 years. Vice Chair Scruggs
stated that she hoped the TPC would not get down to saying what the percentageswould be. By putting
in azero match, theWest Valley isdown to 28 percent of thetotal. Adding in the deletion of the South
Mountainand Loop 303, which were approved in 1985 but never built, the West Valey isdownto 16.4
percent, and this is unacceptable.

Mayor Cavanaugh referred to Mr. Tevlin’s comments. He stated tha the South Mountain freeway is
not anew concept and itsregional significance cannot be overstated. Mayor Cavanaugh indicated that
it will movetraffic that would otherwise go through the central area, and hasvaluefor both the East and
West Valleys. He acknowledged the I-17 needs substantial funding, but to delete any portion of the
South Mountainisthewrong way to obtain funds. Mayor Cavanaugh urgedthe TPC to not support this,
other than a change in alignment.

Councilmember Dennis stated that there should be no local match for transt. The sunset in 20 yearsis
anissue, butit sunset before and can beremedied. Councilmember Dennisstated that the transportation
issuewill befor our lifetimes. If welook at local match, if her city cannot pick up that percentage, then
thereisno regional transit for her city. If thereisazero match, that guaranteesatransit program for her
city. Shecommented that if they decideto expandtheir service, then it would betheir responsibility to
go back totheir citizensfor local funding. Councilmember Dennis stated that without zero match, there
will be no transit for Peoria. She continues to support no match.

Mr. Shultz suggested putting together a chart that starts with a diminimus match and increases over 20
years to a reasonable level. That would be subject to flexibility and may help out with reaching a
compromise. Mr. Shultz stated that this might make sense because we will invest in capital and
operationswill continueto beanissue. He added that the chart must include afarebox test. Mr. Shultz
commented that if adiminimus matchisused at thestarting point, it would not be asimpacting, but over
time see if service is warranted on a regional basis. Think about this as a policy, so we get to some
match for all theright reasons, but not destroy the regional cooperation that has carried the TPC forward.

Chairman Giuliano commented that it may be helpful for staff to discussthe sliding scale match option
that might be an incentive for those communitiesto start up regional bus programs and get support for
it. Chairman Giuliano expressed appreciation for Mr. Shultz' suggestion.
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Mr. Dickey gave a presentation on the transit program included in the hybrid. He noted that the map
of the supergrid incorporated comments received to date.

Mayor Thomas asked if BRT was included in the funding? Mr. Dickey replied that high capacity
corridors on the super grid system are funded as BRT at some point in the plan.

Mr. Smith commented that 33 miles of light rail adds $400 million to make the map work.

Mr. Berry asked if operationsarefunded out of theextension, how many dollarswould go to theexisting
system, with abreakdown by city. Mr. Dickey replied that the cost for existing systems over a 20 year
period would be $670 million, and $900 million for improvements and new service. Mr. Berry asked
how the numbers were derived. Mr. Dickey replied that the numbers were determined through a
Regional Transit Study that was conducted over anumber of months. Mr. Berry asked if abreakdown
could be provided by city. Mr. Dickey provided a chart that was broken down into the categories of
each RPTA member and the othersin a group of nonmembers. He reviewed the chart.

ViceChair Scruggs stated that the actual cost to each city for operations hasnot yet been explained. She
offered clarification for example, that if thereisa 10 percent match, that meansacity could provide one
mile of serviceat half hour intervals at acost of $6,000 per year. She noted that the RARF investment
in Glendale is approximately $90 million over 20 years, so Glendale would assume the 10 percent
match, or $9 million over 20 years. Vice Chair Scruggs commented that this would not be putting an
undue burden on her city. Mr. Dickey commented that this is funding of regional routes, and did not
include any other funding for bus operations. Not part of the super grid nor part of expressbusor BRT.
He added that for somecities, it isacontinuing tremendousinvestment. Mr. Dickey stated that thisgrid
provides connectivity to build local systems.

Vice Chair Scruggs stated that Glendale will continue to put millions of dollarsinto local service. She
mentioned that her example was to clarify what alocad match equates to.

Chairman Giuliano asked membersiif there were questions on the chart.

Mr. Almanza asked if the 50 million ridership number was regional to date? Mr. Dickey replied that
it was. The number was based on boardings per year, with approximately 150,000-plus boardings per
day. Mr. Almanzaasked if the future ridership on regional investments was anticipated to maintain or
decrease? Mr. Dickey stated that the investment strategy was based on constraint with what is planned
in Phoenix and Tempe, with 150,000 boardings per day. The projections of population, employment,
and socioeconomic data were figured in, then staff assumed a commensurate level of ridership. He
noted that many investmentswill not happen until thelast fiveyearsof the program, and it isanticipated
that ridership will continueto grow proportionately. Mr. Dickey added that if investments are madetoo
soon, we won't get the ridership we expected; if made later, we should be right on target.

Mr. Almanza stated that he was |ooking for a gauge to seeif we would be making progress because we
will be making alargetransit investment. Mr. Dickey replied that based on projections, staff expects
maintenanceand growth intransit usage, ashashappened inthe past fiveyears. If investmentsare made
at the right time, we would not only maintain, but improve the mode split.

Mayor Manross referred to Vice Chair Scruggs comments on the cost per mile. She stated it was a
valid comment, but in no way argues as to why there should be a match. Mayor Manross stated that
Scottsdale wants to be a part of the regiona system, but they are at the mercy of neighboring
communities because those communities may choose or be forced to cut service, which would destroy

13-



the integrity of aregional system. Mayor Manross stated that she would be fighting for amatch if she
thought all citieswould continueto participatefor 20 years. She commented that over thenext 20 years,
wewill continueto improvefreewaysand streets, but wewill betreading water because we cannot build
enough to meet the capacity needs. Mayor Manross stated that if transit is not an option, there will not
be room for everyone. Thereisaneed to have those choices. Mayor Manross indicated there was no
doubt that transit ridership will increase tremendousdly if the system has integrity and there is not the
worry as to whether service might drop off.

Mr. Tevlin referred to Mr. Almanza s comments. After Transit 2000 passed, it took 18 months to
receive a new bus. Since the new equipment came in, ridership hasincreased 10.5 and 11 percent in
each of the two years, which isthelargest increase of any city in the United States for two years. Mr.
Tevlin stated that Tempe had much the same experience when they expanded their fleet. He noted that
on Central Avenue, abus runs every six minutes during rush hour. Asaresult, buses carry 25 percent
of the peopletraveling on Central during rush hour. In contrast, abusrunsevery half hour on Bell Road
and carriesless than one percent of thetravelers. Thisillustrates that thereisa correl ation between the
frequency, amount, and reliability of servicewith ridership numbers. Mr. Tevlin stated thereisdefinite
statisticd experience of double digit increases in ridership when we are able to get the equipment.

Councilmember Dennis expressed concern with the facilitation of transit service routes that might not
take place until the last five years of the program. Shestated that the Bell Road areahas approximately
60,000 to 70,000 peoplewaiting 15 yearsto get transit service. Councilmember Dennisstated that this
areaneedsrelief. Itisamajor corridor. She stated that she maintains we need aregional system. The
numbers are minute compared to the total transportation program.

Mr. Billings stated that the operating budget is $17 million for 2006 and the number increases to $114
million in 2025. Heasked if it was safe to assume the number increases amultiple of seven annually?
Assuming that, in 2045, the number will be $1 billion per year. When doesit even out? Mr. Dickey
commented that there would not be the same level of growth from 2025 to 2045. Mr. Billings
commented that the number will still be $114 million in 2025. He asked when it was anticipated that
number would decrease. Mr. Dickey replied that the number is not expected to decrease. Mr. Billings
commented that the costs will continue to hemorrhage 20 years from now.

Mayor Thomas commented that if you look at the overall savings—11.3 percent of thetotal—Phoenix is
96.9 percent of that. He stated that Phoenix hasthemost to gainfrom this. Mayor Thomas commented
on discussion of larger metro areas and how their fares skew the factor. He asked if it was fair to say
that rail increasestheratio for farebox? Mr. Dickey replied that for those citieswith heavy rail systems,
it probably does influence the ratio significantly.

Mr. Kanereferred to inflation factors of maintenance costs. Thebiggest set of variablesisnot in capital
costs for building roads, but in maintenance costs for expansion of the system. Mr. Kane stated this
raises two concerns. The plan changes over time as labor costs spike. The sales tax revenue can be
sensitivealso. Hestated that he was unsure how to deal with the operations and maintenance cost curve
continuing to rise. How can we present to the voters that mode splitswill be reliable after 20 years?
What happens to the farebox revenues? Where do the fares go and how does that come back to the
cities?

Chairman Giuliano commented that staff would need to do work on this for further discussion. He
stated that as the TPC moves forward, it needs to find agreement on match or no match. Whatever
individual values might prevail is not the way to devise this plan. Chairman Giuliano encouraged a
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blending of values so we have a plan and pull together. As the plan moves forward, it cannot be
forwarded with a split vote. Charman Giuliano stated that discussion is needed on the farebox issue
and City of Phoenix comments.

Vice Chair Scruggs stated that she would like direction on today’s meeting. The TPC has only one
meeting left to do their work. She requested clarification on how many TPC members need to be
present to make decisions. Chairman Giuliano stated that the TPC would continue their work at the
meeting today, and have closure at the July 22nd meeting. He stated that it was agreed that no action
would be takenin August because some TPC members would be unable to attend. Today, there are a
number of members unableto attend. Legally, the TPC hasaquorum, but he felt that was not the way
to go without as many TPC aspossibleinattendance. Charman Giuliano commented that hefelt there
would be strong attendance at the July 22nd meeting. He noted that tentative recommendations could
be made today.

Mayor Cavanaugh commented that he had no doubt that the TPC would gain by the presence of those
TPC members absent from today’s meeting. However, the meeting was a scheduled one, we have a
quorum, and the TPC needs to move ahead and make decisions. Chairman Giuliano stated that he was
hesitant to do that, which does not lend to our process of al coming together. He stated that he felt the
TPC should wait until all are present. If decisions do not have to be made today, the TPC would be
better off as abody to hold off on final decisions until next week.

The TPC adjourned for alunch break. Supervisor Stapley left the meeting.

Calling the meeting back to order after the break, Chairman Giuliano stated that staff had worked on
options to consider on farebox.

Mr. Anderson explained that if alocal match is established for bus service, then performance standards
need to be set. A farebox recovery target policy could be established. At the route startup period there
would be a zero percent match. Once the route has matured, there would be a percent match still to be
determined. Heexplained that once aroute has been established, if thefarebox percentage of operations
and maintenance is less than the regional target, the match could be ratcheted up. If aroute returns a
higher percentage, the match might be lowered. Mr. Anderson indicated that staff could look & thisin
detail. He added that other issues, such as multijurisdictional, could be considered.

Mr. Berry stated that the concept was agood start. We need to define the numbers, but might want a
match, even though arouteisahigh performer. Encouragethe TPC to continue on thispath. Mr. Berry
noted that a definition of firewalls was also needed by the July 22nd meeting.

Mayor Manross commented that the concept accomplishes somewhat of acompromise. She asked the
goal of the option. Mr. Anderson replied agoal wasto ensurethe region isfunding higher performing
routes. This is also to say tha cities could make up the difference of the target farebox on an
underperforming routethat might be needed to provide subregional service. Mayor Manross questioned
if cities choose not to make that decision, are we not back to the same problem of disconnected service?

Vice Chair Scruggs commented that this would be a bureaucratic accounting nightmare. An entire
department would be needed for this purpose. Sheoffered an optionif the farebox isincluded and match
Isset at apercentage, then reducethejurisdiction’ s payment of match by farebox recovery. That would
still haveto be divided out, but perhaps not as difficult to figure out. Mr. Anderson stated that the data
would need to be generated regardless because a mechanism would still be needed to appropriate the
match across multiple jurisdictions. He explained that this adds a performance measure that saysif a
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route is not performing to the regional target, then those jurisdictions would have to pay more for it.
Mr. Anderson indicated there could be other waysto accomplishthis, asVice Chair Scruggs suggested.

Mr. Shultz commented that this concept could work, and could perhaps be simplified.

Mr. Kane expressed concern that thisis an issue where voters could ask if the routes were established
to achieve aregional system or are the funds being used to supplant local concerns and budgets. He
commented that setting performance standards seems to be consistent with the TPC's task and
appropriatefor answering voters questions. Mr. Kane stated that the TPC istrying to spend the money
where we get the most bang for the buck with trackable performance standards. What do you do with
routes that do not work? If it does not work with a 25 percent farebox recovery after the maich, it gets
cut.

Mayor Manross sated that in Scottsdde, if arouteisunsuccessful, it iscut out. RPTA does adetailed
analysisof routesand connections. She added that they work closely with city staffsto meet the needs,
and thisisnot done haphazardly, but with alot of thought. Mayor Manross commented that with budget
problems, she could name specific examples of regionally connected communities that have cut
important routes. We cut times of some routes and used our two tenths of a cent tax for other
transportation projects. Mayor Manross stated that if we want to have aregional system, there is no
other way. Transit needsto be often, safe, clean, comfortable, and reliable. Peoplewill respond if they
can count onit. They will chooseto useit instead of acar. Mayor Manross stated it is good to have a
farebox recovery target. Should not have local match because she cannot envision how the region will
have a credible connected system. Mayor Drake |eft the meeting.

Mayor Cavanaugh stated that he would make comments preparatory to his motion. He stated that Mr.
Berry offered an option on the connection of the 1-10 rdiever to the South Mountain, and he agreed.
In the future, the eastern terminus should be reconsidered to assist the movement of traffic. Mayor
Cavanaugh stated that his motion wasacompromise. Aslate asJune, thel-10 reliever was on the map,
andtoday, itisoff. Mayor Cavanaugh stated that he understood that L oop 303 to SR 85 connection may
not be affordable.

Mayor Cavanaugh moved to purchasefull right of way and construct asix-lane freeway from the South
Mountain Freeway west to Loop 303 and acquire full right of way for a freeway and construct a two-
lane interim road from Loop 303 west to SR 85. Vice Chair Scruggs seconded.

Chairman Giuliano called for discussion of the motion.

Mr. Shultz raised a point of order. He stated that he would like to offer an observation that discussion
on substanceisextremdy important. Phoenix made amotion at thelast meeting, and the sense of debate
on the motion was to reach consensus that the idea be incorporated into the final plan. Mr. Shultz
commented that the sense of the motion be included in the hybrid for the next meeting so the TPC can
properly evaluate it. He stated that he was sympathetic to the substance of the motion, but less
sympathetic to the process, because he thought the TPC was following an iterative process.

Chairman Giuliano noted that the total to fulfill the motion would be $411 million. Thedraft hybrid
reviewed today only had $129 million additional, so the motion would haveto indicate the source of the
additional revenue.

Mayor Cavanaugh commented that the $129 million resulted from a zero match, and the TPC had not
yet decided that issue.
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Vice Mayor Schweiker stated that he was sympathetic to what Mayor Cavanaugh was trying to
accomplish, but preferred the process used with the Phoenix motion. He expressed concern for making
too many motions at this point because the Charman has been good on guiding the TPC to reach
consensus. Vice Mayor Schwelker stated that he would like to continue in that manner.

Mayor Cavanaugh mentioned that avote wastaken on thelight rail issue motion by Phoenix. He stated
that he would like to leave the meeting with an agreement that this exists on the map for the next
meeting. Then, it could be discussed.

Mayor Manrossoffered clarification tothe Phoenix light rail motion. 1t wasmadeto ensurethat theplan
reflected that different modes of transportation, such as BRT and light rail, would be included as part
of theplan. She stated that she agreed with Vice Mayor Schweiker about the motion. The TPC has not
yet decided the match issue, and the total for aregionally connected system could require an additional
$400 million, and that process has not yet been reconciled.

Councilmember Dennis stated that the TPC needs to move forward and say if they want it on the plan.
Sheadded that thereliever isneeded. Councilmember Dennisstated that shewould liketo seethefunds
taken from the freeway system and not other parts of the plan.

Vice Chair Scruggs stated that the motion isfair and in keeping with the past. At the last meeting, the
TPC was looking at a 15 percent match. Direction was given to staff to prepare different percentage
scenarios. What we got back wasamap with azero percent match. Vice Chair Scruggs stated that the
TPC did not vote nor direct staff to redo the plan, so it isjust asfair to put the I-10 reliever in because
itwill all besorted out intheend. Vice Chair Scruggs stated that it all gets down to what the matchiis.
She stated she supported the motion.

Mayor Manross stated that the 15 percent number was put out for purpose of discussion. We got back
several optionsfrom zero percent match to 50 percent match. Mayor Manross stated that staff presented
the TPC with al possibilitiesfor decision making. She expressed concern with the motion, because not
enough is known about the implications or impacts. What projects will move around or be taken out?
She added that thereis aso the issue of regional transit numbers which have not been fully discussed.

Vice Chair Scruggs stated that she said the map had changed to no match because everyone says we
have $129 million on the table, but we have not yet decided the match issue. At the last meeting, we
had 15 percent match, and there was $322 million on the table. In that case, that would leave $90
million needed to fulfill themotion. Vice Chair Scruggs stated that isalot different than the map today
that was done with a zero percent match. There is an assumption that there is only $129 million
available.

Chairman Giuliano commented that the TPC is aware that no decision has been made on thematch. He
stated that the TPC asked staff to present options. That is the threshold question, because that
determines capacity.

Mayor Manross asked how the match numbers had been done before the latest transit numbers camein
and how doesthe $400 million affect that? Mr. Smith stated that the scenario staff put together included
a32 percent transit number. The business coalition indicated that could be a planning target they could
work around. Mr. Smith stated that the 37 percent transit plan has not yet been discussed with them.
What was presented today is $400 million over what was discussed with the business codition. There
aretwo issues Where do you find $400 million? Evenif you find it, will the business coalition agree
to a 37 percent transit plan?
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Mayor McDermott stated that he would support the motion if it came to avote. He felt that the I-10
reliever asafull freeway from Loop 303 to Loop 202 should be on the map in any case. Regarding the
match issue, we need to get hold of it because funding operations costsfor transit is atradeoff requiring
the elimination of badly needed freeways and roads. Mayor McDermott stated that he looked at the
maps over the past three meetings, and there are fewer freeways, fewer roads, and moretransit. Mayor
McDermott stated his agreement with ADOT’ s position stated in its June 17th response that showsthe
I-10 reliever asafull freeway from Loop 303 to Loop 202. He stated he agreed with MCDOT on their
primary road systems, most of which have disappeared off the maps. Mayor McDermott sated that on
July 2nd, transit was 23 percent of the scenario, today it is at 32 percent, and now he is hearing 37
percent. If roads and freeways are not constructed, there will be a heavier demand on transit. Mayor
McDermoatt stated that he remains concerned that transit will not sustain sufficient ridership to warrant
that large a percentage.

Mr. Kane stated that significant concernswereraised by ADOT and MaricopaCounty. He commented
that the notion of going forward with the interests being served by those freewaysisbeing shorted. We
will get significant blowback from the public, even if it gets past the Legislature. Mr. Kane stated that
hewas sensitive to consensus building, but thinksthe TPC should not make amotion on afootnote. He
stated that it isimportant to vote to see the pleasure of the Committee, so further maps will have those
roads on as a priority, with the undersanding that on the last day, the TPC will have to find the funds
among competing interests. Mr. Kane stated that roads have fallen off and transit hasgrown. He stated
his support for the motion, though not as final action.

Mayor Berman commented that he thought it was amigtake to take avotewithout many of the majority
interests being in attendance. We need to recognize that there is a finite amount of money that will be
raised, and only a portion of that will go west of Central Avenue. If theWest Valley seesthisasthar
priority for the plan, that is dl right, but there are only so many percentsin the pot.

Mr. Billings commented that he thought the TPC was trying to put together a regional plan. He
commented that he thinks the TPC would bederdlict if I-10 reliever and improvementsto I-17 were not
included. The TPC must find away to fund those projects. Mr. Billings stated that the populationis
moving in that direction. He stated that the equity issue needsto be put aside. Thel-10 reliever hasto
be put on the map, and he thought it should be all the way to SR 85.

Mayor Thomas stated he supported the I-10 reliever. With the Paradise Freeway being cut, thismay not
be the best |ocation to relieve congestion, but is the only alternative. He mentioned that this morning,
three of four lanes of 1-10 at 83rd Avenue were blocked by trucks. Thisis not just areliever for car
traffic, but will create better flow and management for trucks, and will be more efficient for them.
Mayor Thomas expressed concern for where Loop 202 comes in. It begins in the East Valley and
provides regional mobility. Mayor Thomas noted that a“T” intersection is not desirable and creates
more problems. He added that even with the I-10 reliever, [-10 shows there will be still be congestion.
Mayor Thomas stated that inaregional plan, we have to have that connectivity. Thisisnot just a West
Valley issue, but atraffic management issue. He stated that the traffic coming through includesfreight
that goesto all parts of the region.

Mayor Cavanaugh commented that the 1-10 reliever would be part of the West Valley’s 27 percent of
thetotal of the half cent salestax extension. He stated that he made the motion to impact the plan, and
understood it was atentative action. Some of the TPC requested this be discussed at the next meeting.
Mayor Cavanaugh stated that hewould like avote and if it passes, hewouldlikeit reflected on the map.
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Vice Chair Scruggs stated that Mayor Cavanaugh said it very well that the action was for tentative
recommendation, not final action. Shestated tha projects west of Central comein at 22 percent of the
total. A large part of that total isfrom the South Mountain and L oop 303, which were approved in 1985
but never done. If you take those two projects off, thetotal isnow 16.4 percent, and the popul aion west
of Central is much higher than 16.4 percent. Vice Chair Scruggs stated that the West Valley is not
attempting alarge grab of the funds, but is reflective of the population share.

Chairman Giuliano gated that the TPC has reached consensus in the past to direct staff, but not a
tentative approval of a piece of the overdl plan. He stated that he would oppose action to tentatively
approve any piece of the plan, but supports having a plan created from the desire of a member to see
what their piece might mean in the plan overall.

Mayor Cavanaugh stated that he wanted there to be achangeto the fina plan. Thereisonly one hybrid
left and this needs to be on that map.

Chairman Giuliano asked staff about the process for adding the project in without deleting something
or adding itin and dealing with it later. Mr. Anderson stated that those were the two choices, and staff
would need direction. The project could be added in and would unbalance the plan. Mr. Anderson
stated that direction could include options such as the Phoenix proposal on the South Mountain.

Mayor Cavanaugh stated that he wanted it on the map, whether baanced or unbalanced.

ViceChair Scruggs stated that the current map hasthetransit operations match at zero percent. Thiswas
never voted on, just developed. The TPC had requested options be developed for comparison. Mr.
Anderson stated tha at one of the TPC meetings, staff was given direction to see a plan with a zero
percent local match, and actually wasdirected to do zero to 20 percent matches—staff merely landed on
15 percent.

Mr. Smith stated that the TPC could give direction on baancing with other components, or just put it
in as unbalanced and discuss at the next meeting.

Mr. Shultz commented that being overprogrammed is symbolic of our problem. He stated that Mayor
Cavanaugh presented documentation of capacity requirements, and that deservesserious consideration.
Performance standards have been vetted. Why not embrace for the final plan thethingswe considered
and have an unbal anced plan, with the understanding that at the next meeting, we create abalanced plan.
Wewill needto take something off or change theresource requirements. Mr. Shultz sated that the TPC
needs to capture for the citizens these important projects and accommodate them as best we can with
[imited resources.

Chairman Giuliano stated that he would be happy to support that intent if after taking action the TPC
can givedirection to staff to come up with alisting of projectswithin the plan that might be ableto drop
out of the plan so we are not at square one.

Mr. Shultz added that would also include a menu of options on resources.

Mr. Almanza stated his agreement with Chairman Giuliano. Include the I-10 reliever on the map and
have other options so the TPC can prioritize.

Mayor Cavanaugh, as maker of the motion, agreed. Vice Chair Scruggs, as second, agreed.
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Vice Mayor Schweiker commented that the projects should be ranked according to performance based
criteria.

Chairman Giuliano stated that the motion would be to include the I-10 reliever, as Mayor Cavanaugh
stated, and staff would show options on how to deal with overprogramming.

Mayor Manross asked the options that could be considered. Mr. Smith stated that some projects could
be put in as illustrative projects, or discretionary or federally funded. He brought up that ADOT
mentioned that $500 million is insufficient for the collector/distributor system. It gets to a point of
triageneed to say which projects will not live, and then take that money and redistribute it.

Mr. Anderson stated that one resource areato investigate isan increase in thegastax. Another areato
consider isto implement more than a one half cent sales tax.

Chairman Giuliano stated that these might be recommendations at the end of the process, but not
connected to the TPC' s efforts. Mr. Smith commented that another option could be a 25-year tax.

Vice Chair Scruggs commented that the TPC initially discussed this option, but the decision was made
to proceed with a 20-year tax.

Mayor Manross agreed that other revenue sources should be proposed, but not mix that in with this
process.

Vice Mayor Schweiker concurred with Mayor Manross that this should be recommended in the future.
Herecalled that he originally felt, from abusiness point of view, that the appropriate amount should be
raised to make improvements, but the L egislature did not go with that option.

Mr. Billings commented that it was his understanding that everything is on the table, not just freeway
projects. The money could come out of any part of the regional program.

Mr. Smith stated that the 1-10 reliever, 1-10 improvements, and the light rail line together total $1.5
billion. The 1-17 improvements with the Phoenix recommendation would be a little more than $1
billion. Thel-10improvementsto Tempethrough the Broadway Curveare $500 million. Thesearebig
chunks of the totd $15.5 billion. The goal is to make the plan respectable. We can come up with
projects to cut and can show volumes, if desired. Mr. Smith noted that the TPC voted on geographic
equity as plan criteria.

Mayor Berman stated he could support the motion if therewas abreakdown of projects by east, central
and west, showing dollars and percentages. Clearly, some projects will haveto be taken off, and this
will makeit easier to be fair.

Mr. Smith stated that regional equity iseasier said than done. The collector/distributor systemisagood
exampl e because those roads run throughout theregion. Thedifficulty ishow do you allocate that cost?
The1-10 reliever is another example because it brings freight into the entire region.

Chairman Giuliano stated that it gets down to the definition of what is being done for the region. We
have ageneral ideaof wheretheprojectsare but some projects seem to bein one part morethan another,
but really servetheregion. Staff will havetheinformation Mayor Berman requested without identifying
it as such.
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Mr. Anderson stated that the attempt was made to identify each project for the region. Criticism could
lead to discussion on not what the plan should be, but what the percentage should be. He cautioned that
this discussion would not be productive.

Vice Chair Scruggs asked the cost per mile for light ral. Mr. Smith replied the assumed cost is $60
million per mile.

Chairman Giuliano called for a vote on the motion, which passed unanimously.

Mr. Shultz requested that staff be directed to describe thetests that will be needed on the plan, such as
air quality, capacity, and performance standards so the TPC will know what the work product will be.

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 1:25 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary
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